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Parole decisionmakers perform a number of crucial and often
unrecognized functions in the criminal justice system. Among these is
the role of the gatekeeper at the end of the correctional system--making
decisions about when offenders will be released and under what
cond i t ions. In overcrowded and under-funded correctional systems, that
function bears enormous pressure. In, recognition of this and other
dif f icult  roles, the National Inst i tute of Correct ions has made avai l  able
over the last two years a program of technical assistance to provide
support to parole decisionmakers in their own jur isdict ions.

The report which fol lows is a f inal summary of the act ivi t ies
sponsored under that program of technical assistance and an assessment of
its outcomes. COSMOS Corporation, in col laboration with the Center for
Effective Public Policy, designed and provided the technical assistance
in nine states. The resu l ts  o f  the  e f for ts  are  the f ru i ts  not  jus t  o f
these organizations and the project staff, but al so of a large pool of
expert consultants, as wel l  as the efforts of the staff  of the National
Ins t i tu te  o f  Correct ions.

Although technically a grant, the project was envisioned as a
cooperative agreement , where the efforts of the grantee-- in this case
COSMOS Corporation--and the National Institute of Corrections would both
be brought to bear upon the task at hand. The authors of this report
would 1 Ike to give special recognition to Mr. Kermit Humphries of the
NIC's Community Corrections Division. As grant monitor and team member,
Mr. Humphries was an invaluable resource in guiding the project and in
completing the work. As a member of the team, Mr. Humphries made the
ef for t  a  "cooperat ive" one in every sense of the word.

Other individuals who should be recognized for their contr ibution to
this effort are the many parole decisionmakers in the states which
par t ic ipated in  techn ica l  ass is tance.  In  each ins tance,  a l l  o f  the
members of the parole boards involved made their time and talents
available as the technical assistance proceeded. They were genuine in
their desire to make good use of the technical assistance resources,
candid and open as they participated in problem assessments, and untiring
in their part icipat ion as managers decisiormakers and policymakers.
Our heartfelt thanks go to them.

Al 1 of the above assistance notwithstanding, the authors alone are
respons ib le  for  th is  repor t . It is the f inal task of a 21-month long
technical assistance effort funded under Grant GG-9 from the National
Ins t i tu te  o f  Correct ions.
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RING PAROLE DECISIONMAKING.

(Executive Summary)

What are the needs faced by parole decisionmakers as they undertake

efforts to introduce more structure into their decisionmaking procedures?

What kind of impact can technical assistance efforts have in this field?

What lessons can be learned about future needs and future approaches to

technical assistance?

These questions are addressed in the following document which is the

result of a 21-month program of technical assistance made available to state

parole boards around the country by the National Institute of Corrections

(NIC). Nine state paroling authorities (Alaska, Massachusetts, Mississippi,

Nebraska, Ohio, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia) received

assistance. The assistance was designed and delivered by COSMOS Corporation

in cooperation with the Center for Effect ive Public Pol icy (CEPP). Sane

examples of the types of technical assistance provided include:

 Initial assessment and evaluation after a site
review with decisionmakers and key staff:

  Training for board and staff members as new
decision guidelines policy was being
implemented;

  Advice about the technical aspects of empir ical
research being conducted as the basis for new
r i sk -p red i c t i on instrument;

 Des ign and fac i l i ta t ion o f  po l icy  development
seminars involving parole board members and
sta f f ;  and

 Des ign and presentat ion o f  goa l -set t ing
“retreats” for parole board members as a
prelude to developing release decisionmaking
po l i cy .

Several major issues faced boards as they began the task of introducing

more "structure" into their decisionmaking:
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l A lack of good “models" of structured decision-
making, aside from the “matr ix” approach f irst
implemented by the U.S. Parole Commission, made
i t  d i f f i cu l t  fo r  boards to  env is ion prec ise ly
what their own decisionmaking policy might look
l i k e ;

l The heavy demands on boards for individual case
decisionmaking evidenced by extremely demanding
hearing schedules, made i t  d i f f i cu l t  fo r  boards
to focus upon basic issues such as the goals
they were trying to achieve through release
decisionmaking;

l Board members typically saw themselves
primarily as individual decisionmakers. The
concept of a board as also a policymaking body
invo lved in  the ar t icu la t ion o f  goa ls ,  the
development of consensus and the operational-
izing of pol icy, was a relat ively new and
untested concept with most parole boards
participating in the project;

l The idea of empirically-based risk prediction
tools as aids to decisionmaking sparked a great
dea l  o f  in terest . On the one hand, parole
decisionmakers were wary of such tools, seeing
them as a threat to the human factor in
decisionmaking. On the other hand, some
decisionmakers were quick to embrace the tool
wi thout  a  cr i t i ca l  unders tand ing o f  the i r
strengths and weaknesses, and certainly without
widespread understanding of the role that
policymakers must play in their development and
use; and

l In a field which is becoming increasingly
sophisticated, one can no longer assume that
the informed lay-person is adequately equipped
for membership on a state paroling authority.
Yet most boards experience frequent turnover as
overlapping terms expire and vacancies are
f i l led wi th  new appoin tees.  Par t icu lar ly  in
the absence of decisionmaking policy it is
d i f f icu l t  to  main ta in  cont inu i ty  and
inst i tut ional memory. Training of new parole
board members is badly needed.
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In terms of the grant’s impact, the experience of this project suggests

that technical assistance is a viable tool for effect ing change within state

paro l ing au tho r i t i e s . Among the states participating in this program, there

are specif ic,  veri f iable changes in progress that can be reported. These

include the existence of operating decisionmaking systems based upon

expl ic i t  po l icy  which d id  not  ex is t  pr ior  to  the incept ion o f  th is  pro jec t .

They also include the existence of draft policy statements working groups,

and  interim products which indicate movement toward operating policy.

Several lessons about the stimulation of change emerged:

l The process of change--f f it is to involve
parole boards themselves--is a slow one, due at
least in part to the heavy hearing schedules of
working parole boards. Securing time when al 1
members of a board are available to work
together  on issues is  d i f f i cu l t .  A  reasonable
timeframe for major policy change would be at
least one year;

l Technical assistance is best delivered over a
period of months with episodes of on-site work
interspersed with agency work and consultant
prov is ion o f  wr i t ten  documentat ion.  Sta f f
continuity is important--with a single person
responsible for the planning and delivery of
technical assistance. That individual may well
cal l  in others to part ic ipate as resources, but
that individual becomes the technical
assistance manager--knowing the needs of the
agency, the technical assistance goals,
progress made, and providing a point of contact
for agency staff ;

l Provision of useful technical assistance
depends heavily upon a needs assessment
carried out with the decisionmakers. Often an
agency requesting technical assistance has
di f f icu l ty  def in ing prec ise ly  what  i ts  needs
are;

l One of the most powerful forms of assistance
for parole boards is the opportunity to hear
from colleagues in other states and to share
common problems and ideas for change. There
seem to be few opportunities for such inter-
change to take place, particularly among parole
pract i t ioners ;  and
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l The intense interest in empirically-based risk
prediction instruments suggests the need for
sane "state-of-the-art" summary which provides
--in a form accessible and understandable to
the policymaker - information on what such tools
can and cannot do, how they are developed, what
role the policymaker should play, and how they
can be used and updated in practice.
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The decade of the 1980s has to date brought enormous turmoil to the

f i e l d  o f  c r im ina l  j us t i ce . For corrections, change has been rapid, basic

and  d i f f i cu l t . Philosophical debate about the purpose of criminal

sanct ion ing- - desert vs. rehabilitation vs. incapacitation--continues to

rage. Public attitudes toward crime and criminals have become increas-

ingly harsh. Prison populations have continued to grow at staggering.

rates.

Parole decisionmakers find themselves at the very center of this

controversy and change. Despi te  the fac t  that  paro le  has t rad i t iona l ly

received l i t t le publ ic attention and proport ionately fewer resources to

accomplish its mission, it too is heavily influenced by changes in the

f i e l d .

In recognition of these changes and in response to numerous requests

from the parole community, the National Institute of Corrections chose to

fund a program of technical assistance for parole decisionmakers begin-

ning in 1985. The assistance was conceived as a vehicle to bring the

best state-of-the-art knowledge and techniques to parole decisionmakers.

.

In the spring of 1985, the National Inst i tute of Correct ions

published its Supplemental Funding Plan for Fiscal Year 1984. In  t ha t

plan it announced its intention to fund a program of technical assistance

aimed at members of state paroling authorities. The purpose of the

technical assistance was to assist state parol ing authori t ies “ in

estab l ish ing consistent , responsible, and objective parole decisionmaking

processes at the state level." In response to that announcement COSMOS

Corporation, with the Center for Effect ive Publ ic Pol icy as subcontrac-

tor, assembled a team of individuals with a variety of experience in the

parole area, prepared a proposal ,  and, after a competi t ive select ion

process, was awarded a grant to undertake a program of technical assis-

tance. The grant period extended from November 15, 1985 through August

30, 1987.

The following chapters provide an overview of the project, including

information on activities undertaken during the course of the project by
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state, a discussion of project outcomes and an outl ine of impl icat ions

for  fu ture  ass is tance to  s ta te  paro l ing author i t ies .
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Project Goals
The major goal of the project was to assist state parol ing authori t-

ies in introducing more structure into their release decisionmaking

pract ices. Release decisionmaking was defined to include both the

init ial  decision to release on parole as well  as the parole revocation

decision. In short, the technical assistance was conceived as a resource

for parole boards who were interested in developing expl ici t  pol icy (or

revising exist ing pol icy) to guide individual release decisions. For

purposes of this project,  a number of characterist ics of “structured

decisionmaking" were identi f ied:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5 .

6.

7.

Explicitly stated goals for decisionmaking
pract ices  (e .g . , j us t  dese r t s ,  r ehab i l i t a t i on ,
risk management, etc.);

Exp l ic i t ,  wr i t ten po l icy  cover ing top ics  such
as re lease,  o f fender  e l ig ib i l i ty  for  paro le ,
sett ing terms, condit ions of parole release,
supervision l eve l s ;

Expl ici t  decisionmaking tools (e.g., r a t i ng
sheets, r isk predict ion devices);

Revocation pol icy;

Exp l i c i t  r u l es  f o r  ove r r i d i ng  po l i cy ;

Tracking systems to document decisionmakers’
compliance with policy; and

Systems for periodic review and revision of
po l i cy .

While the the goal of the technical assistance was to help agencies

to move toward more structure in their decisionmaking procedures, there

was no “optimum ” level of structure assumed, and in fact it was assumed

that agencies would be found at al 1 points along the continuun. The

project anticipated assisting state paroling agencies to move at

dif ferent rates and for di f ferent distances along that continuum.







National Inst i tute of Correct ions, to every member of a state parol ing

authori ty in the nation, as well  as to each board’s executive director.

Project staff attended the 1966 mid-winter conference of the American

Correctional Association and briefed the membership of the Association of

Paroling Authorities International who were meeting concurrently with

ACA. In addit ion, noti f icat ion about the project was included in NIC’s

update section of Corrections Today. Boards were instructed to request

assistance through a letter to the project from the chairman of the

re levant paro l ing authority .

In all, formal requests were received from nineteen states, informal

inquir ies from four other states. Ultimately, the project provided

technical assistance to nine states. The other states either received

assistance from other sources, could not participate because of schedul-

ing problems , or did not receive assistance because project resources

were l imited. Exhibit  1 l ists the states from which requests were

received and those which eventually participated in the technical

assistance project.
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Exhibit  1

STATES FORMALLY REQUESTING AND RECEIVING* TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE

*Alaska

Ca l i f o rn ia

Colorado

Distr ict of Columbia

Flor ida

Hawaii

Iowa

Maryland

*Massachusetts

*Missouri

*Nebraska

*Ohio

Oklahoma

*South Carolina

*Tennessee

*Texas

*V i rg in i a

Washington

Wisconsin

*States marked with an asterisk actually received technical assistance.
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III. STATE VIGNETTES

The following sections of the report provide background information

on each of the states that part ic ipated in the project. In  addi t ion,  a

brief summary specifies the technical assistance issues which emerged in

such states, the activities completed, and the outcomes of the

assistance.
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A. The Alaska Board of Parole

Background

The Alaska Board of Parole is a five-member, part-time body

appointed by the Governor to five-year overlapping terms. Its small

staff is headquartered in Juneau, although hearings are held at

fac i l i t ies  around the s ta te . The Board is responsible for release and

revocation decisionmaking, setting supplemental conditions for mandatory

releasees, executive clemency functions, as well as commutation release

reviews--the emergency mechanism which responds to population crises.

During calander year 1985, the Board held 884 hearings in support of

those funct ions. During 1986 the Board held 1471 hearings. F ie ld

supervision of parolees comes under the jurisdiction of the State

Department of Corrections.

The Alaska Board had been through a major guidelines development

effort  in the late 1970s and at the t ime of i ts technical assistance

request was operating with a parole guideline matrix modeled after the

matrix first developed by the U.S. Parole Commission. The Board had some

concern over the val idi ty of i ts r isk instrument--which formed one axis

of the matrix--and had undertaken some efforts to review the instrument

using a database of more recent releasees.

Although performance data had been collected upon a cohort of recent

parolees, and the data had been entered into an automated database*

initial analysis indicated that none of the characteristics of the

parolees appeared to be signif icantly related to parole performance. The

analysis had been suspended because of a lack of resources. The task, as

agreed to by the technical assistance project staff and the Alaska Board,

was to determine whether the new data could be used to revise the

ex is t ing r isk  ins t rument .

Technical Assistance Activities

Because the original request of the Alaska Board was focused upon a

task of such specific dimensions, the project team elected to proceed
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with assistance without conducting an on-site assessment. Questions of

cost  and access ib i l i ty  c lear ly  p layed a par t  in  th is  dec is ion.  The

database which had already been collected through previous Board efforts

was to be provided to the technical assistance team for analysis. The

goal was to provide an assessment of its usefulness for revising the

Board’s r isk instrument. After numerous exchanges of information in the

form of computer diskettes , documentation of coding structure, telephone

discussions, etc.,  the analysis began. I t  i n vo l ved  f i r s t  a  comp le te

re-keying of the hard copy data, and recoding of sane factors. A series

of bivariates analyses were conducted to determine if any significant

relationships between outcome and crimes ,  c r imina l  h is tor ies ,  pr ison

adjustment measures, socio-economic factors, or substance abuse could be

establ ished.

The conclusion of the analysis was that a better risk scale could be

developed using the existing data set. This recommendation along with

supporting analysis was forwarded to the Alaska Board for its future

planning and policy development work. Having a strong desire to develop

a viable risk instrument, the Alaska Board contacted NIC for continued

technical assistance. NIC agreed to have a consultant from the National

Council on Crime and Delinquency come to Alaska to assist the Board in

finalizing a new risk tool based upon the progress made by the Board in

recent months in formulating concrete goal s for developing parole

guidel ines. With this assistance, the Board adopted a revised risk

assessment tool in August 1987 and will put the instrument into use at

i ts next hearings.
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B. The Massachusetts Parole Board

around

The Massachusetts Parole Board is an independent seven-member body,

appointed by the governor to overlapping five-year terms. I t  i s

responsible for parole release and revocation decisionmaking, supervision

of paroled offenders, and also serves as the Governor’s advisory group

for pardons and commutations. It has a staff of approximately 200, holds

more than 8,000 hearings per year, and during 1986 supervised a total of

7,683 parolees. In recent years, Massachusetts, like many other states,

has experienced dramatic growth in its inmate population (just over 3,800

inmates in 1975 to over 10,000 inmates in 1987). As a result the Board

has been faced with an increasing number of hearings as well as with an

increasing number of parolees under supervision (a 260 percent Increase

in hearing workload and a 123 percent increase in supervision workload

over the last ten years).

The Massachusetts Parole Board requested technical assistance from

th is  pro ject  ear ly  in  the grant  per iod. While the Board had developed

for itself a parole matrix in the early 1970s which was designed as a

“descriptive" model of past releasing practices, the current Board found

the matrix less than helpful in its own decisionmaking. Board members

wanted to examine alternative means to introduce structure into their

decisionmaking process. They saw such structure as a vehicle to

introduce some consistency into decisionmaking, as a basis to defend and

justify release decisions, and as a vehicle for communicating standards

to a staff of hearing examiners who conduct in-person hearings and make

decision recommendations for a portion of the Board’s caseload.

Assistance Issues

A needs assessment was conducted on-site through interviewing each

of the Board’s members individually, reviewing background information,

and conducting staff  interviews. As a result of the assessment, the

Board concurred that two basic issues would have to be addressed before

work could begin on developing specif ic decision pol icy. First,  the

Board wanted the opportunity to address as a group the, implicit goals
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which they each held for making release decisionmaking, to cane to sane

consensus about what the Board as a whole wished to achiever and

secondly, to come to sane consensus about the proposed policymaking role

of the Board. Board members had traditionally viewed themselves as

individual decisionmakers and there were no formal mechanisms--and few

informal ones--for the Board to art iculate i ts col lect ive standards for

release decisionmaking.

Ass is tance Act iv i t ies

The project team worked with the Massachusetts Parole Board over a

period of fifteen months. During that t ime, the project provided

assistance in

l

l

l

a variety of forms:

Two two-day retreats for the five Board members
were designed, staffed, and delivered, along
with preparation of agenda materials, reference
materials, exercise materials, and wri t ten
documentation of each session;

Two one-day working sessions involving the f ive
Board members and selected staff were designed,
staffed, and del ivered, along with preparat ion
of agenda materials and a written report on
each;

A package of illustrative material representing
alternative approaches to parole decisionmaking
policy was provided to the Board. This package
contained material  from eight di f ferent states;
and

A briefing was conducted for a quarterly Board
staff meeting, outlining the technical
assistance effort  and providing the staff  with
an opportunity to comment on decisionmaking
pract ice .

Throughout the fifteen-month period, advice was offered to the Board and

its staff regarding membership of working groups and development of

workplans for the Board as i t  drafted and revised i ts ini t ial  pol icy.
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There are two outcomes associated with the technical assistance

effort in Massachusetts. The f i rs t  is  the ex is tence o f  a  dra f t  po l icy

statement issued in March of 1987, which states explicitly the goals

which the Board seeks through its operations, and which spells out the

factors which the Board views--both posit ively and negatively-- in making

release decisions. This f i l ls a gap which had existed prior to i ts

existence of any public statement of specific standards for

decisionmaking. Secondly, in a major strategic planning effort which the

Board began in the spring of 1987, it has identified the development of

release decision guidelines governing both releases and revocation as one

of the three major strategic object ives of the Board.

In a less tangible sense, it is al so possible to describe outcomes

which the technical assistance has effected. First, and most important-

ly, the Massachusetts Parole Board has, as a group and on record, done

more than simply state its goals. It has debated and grappled with the

issue of goals and has come to a deeper understanding of the conflicts

inherent in the parole process and in sane of the operational

impl ica t ions o f  conf l ic t ing  goa ls . In addit ion, i t  has recognized and

embraced the role of policymakers, a role in which it did not previously

engage. It has accepted the need to articulate commonly held standards

for decisionmaking and the desirability of articulating and communicating

them in writ ten pol icy.
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C. The Missouri Board of Probation and Parole

Background

The Missouri Board of Probation and Parole has five full-time

members appointed by the Governor , with the advice and consent of the

Senate. It is an autonomous body administratively located within the

Department of Corrections and Human Resources. The Board makes decisions

about parole release and revocation and is responsible for all probation

and parole services for adult felons and misdemeanants, including field

supervision. As of this writing, the Board has roughly 4,000 parolees

under supervision.

Missouri has been using parole release guidelines in the form of a

decision matrix for many years. Under these guidelines, Board policy

indicates expected time to be served as a range of months associated with

risk and offense securi ty levels (assuming that minimum el igibi l i ty has

been reached). Under the Board’s published procedures, the Board also

cons iders  an o f fender ’s  ins t i tu t iona l  conduct ,  pr ior  paro le  v io la t ions,

mental competency, parole release plan , whether release would depreciate

the seriousness of the offense, whether release is in the best interest

of society , as well as other factors.

The technical assistance request included the following:

l Assistance in improving the currently used risk
assessment device (a salient factor score) and
r isk  pred ic t ion,  in  genera l ;

l A need for more information to assist in parole
release decisionmaking;

l Methods to deal with the increasing number of
parole revocations; and

l The development of strategies to respond to the
pressures of overcrowding.

As a technical assistance plan was developed, it became clear that

the Board also wished to explore and clarify its goals for release
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decisionmaking as well as its role in policymaking.

Assistance Provided

The project team concentrated i ts efforts in Missouri  over a f ive-

month period. During that time, the project provided the fol lowing

assistance:

l One two-day meeting of the Board and the Chief
State Supervisor was designed, staffed, and
delivered along with preparation of agenda
materials and written documentation of the
session;

l One two-day meeting of the Board, including
regional administrators, the Chief State
Supervisor, and research staff was designed,
staffed, and del ivered along with preparation
of agenda materials, reference materials and
written documentation of the session; and

l Analysis of the salient factor score and
current data base and assessment of staff’s
abi l i ty to part icipate in the development of a
“new” r i s k  t o o l .

At each of the two-day sessions, participants worked on defining the

purposes of parole release decisionmaking. This, of course, necessitated

a discussion of the current use of the salient factor score. While

Parole Board members place varying degrees of emphasis on several

dif ferent goals for cr iminal sanctioning, the management of r isk st i l l

remains an important issue for all of them.

In support of the Board’s conclusion that i ts sal ient factor score

should be re-assessed, a project consultant spent one day reviewing the

exist ing database, working with staff ,  and assessing the predict ive

powers of the salient factor score. A report documenting his findings

was shared with the Board.

Periodical ly during the f ive-month period, advice was offered to the

Board and the Chief State Supervisor regarding techniques for building

consensus in support of the Board’s policymaking role.
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Outcomes

As a result of each of the two-day sessions, the Board has grappled

with the question of goals for release decisionmaking. Because of their

interest in both risk management and rehabilitation, the Board is

considering a structure which includes both a risk assessment scale and a

needs assessment scale. In this regard, the Board is interested in

examining decisionmaking policy in which release decisions are tied very

closely to condit ions and level of supervision. Members also expressed

an interest in looking at revocation pol icies in this context.

As a result-of the technical assistance, the Board is committed to

re-assessing i ts sal ient factor score. Certain l imitat ions to the score

have been identified and work is proceeding toward improvements. As part

of the effort ,  plans are for Board staff  to have training in specif ic

s ta t is t ica l  ana lys is  techn iques. The Board has also brought a researcher

in from the field to act as project director of the risk management

development.

It is anticipated that the Missouri. Board of Probation and Parole

will continue the work they have begun in the caning year. They have

divided themselves into three informal workgroups, developed a workplan

and set times for meetings. This is a working structure they are

familiar with and have had success with in the past.
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D The Nebraska Parole Board

The Nebraska Parole Board is comprised of five members appointed by

the Governor, three of whom are full-time employees. The Board is

responsible for all release and revocation decisionmaking and makes

recommendations to the Board of Pardons regarding pardons and commuta-

t i ons .

About 2,100 reviews were held by the Board in fiscal year 1985-1986.

Of the 2,100 reviews, approximately 600 hearings were granted: 380

paroles were granted; 125 paroles were denied; and about 90 considera-

tions were deferred. The number of revocation hearings over the past six

years has increased by about 50 percent.

In any discussion of Nebraska the size of system must be taken into

considerat ion. Nebraska has about 2,000 offenders in institutions

statewide. The Board always meets as a full board and holds in-depth

personal interviews with each of fender on several occasions prior to

parole. In this regard, Board members often know offenders by their

f i rst name and are int imately famil iar with i tems in the inmates' f i les.

The Board members operate as individual decisionmakers.

The original request for technical assistance was to assist the

Board in developing more objective decisionmaking criteria to increase

their accountabi l i ty to themselves , the Governor, inmates, the legisla-

ture, and the publ ic.

The Board had very little in the way of explicit policy governing

its release decisions prior to the project ’s involvement. What existed

was a 24-i tem l ist  drawn direct ly from state legislat ion which outl ines

the factors which the Board is required to consider. Board members felt

uncomfortable with this si tuat ion. Issues identified at an initial s i t e

assessment included the development of more objective decisionmaking

cr i te r ia  for  the fo l lowing reasons: the need for more consistency in

decisionmaking and more openness and accountability to the public; the

need for a basis for justifying decisions ; and the need for a tool to
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pred ic t  r isk  o f  fa i lu re  on paro le . In addition, the Board concluded that

assistance to help the members in sorting out their policy goals and

objectives would be helpful.

A second issue was more technical in nature. I t  invo lved the

development of a r isk predict ion tool. In order to develop the tool.

however, an assessment of available resources--staff and data--was

required.

Technical Assistance Provided

The project team worked with the Nebraska Board over a fourteen-

month period.

assistance:

During that t imer the project provided the fol lowing

l

l

l

l

Three two-day retreats for the five Board
members and executive of rector were designed,
staffed and del ivered, along with preparation
of agenda materials, reference materials and
written documentation of each session;

Workplans were prepared, delivered and
monitored from time to time;

A strategy session was held regarding potential
funding of the development of a risk prediction
t o o l ;

An assessment of existing data bases was
conducted and recommendations made about what
would be required to develop a Nebraska-based
validated risk prediction tool; and

Addit ional reference materials were provided to
Board members as requested.

Throughout the fourteen-month period, advice was offered to the

Board regarding the development of the risk prediction tool. Nebraska

represents one state that was start ing from scratch, in that nothing in

the way of structured decisionmaking had existed in the state prior to

the technical assistance. For this reason, the project team was in close

contact with the Board throughout the planning and early development

stages.
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As a result of the three two-day meetings; the Board has articulated

more clearly the goals and objectives for its decisionmaking. Members

have also art iculated more clearly the cri ter ia they use for decisionmak-

ing. They have determined that they want to pursue the development of a

risk prediction tool for release decisionmaking and possibly look at the’

relationship of this tool to risk management while on supervision.

Because the Board has fewer resources at its disposal, it became.

necessary to include discussions about potential funding sources. A f t e r

an assessment of existing resources and databases was completed, a more

realistic determination of resource needs was made. The Board developed

a concept paper to distribute to in-state universities (for work col -

laborat ion)  and in-s ta te  foundat ions for  fund ing.  In  add i t ion,  a

technical assistance request was sent to NIC for potential assistance.

The Board developed three possible scenarios of the work to be done

dependent on the amount of resources avail able.

As of this writing, the Board is in the process of developing a

workplan for the data collection and analysis phase of the risk tool

development. Several conversations have been held with the University of

Nebraska-Omaha and, in fact, faculty from the University attended one of

the two-day meetings. The University has expressed interest in par-

ticipating in the effort. One Board member has been named project

d i r ec to r  o f  t h i s  e f f o r t . She has been working to complete the initial

steps of the project.

The Nebraska Board is committed to the development of a risk

prediction tool as well as to continuing the policy work that was begun.

They will need financial and technical assistance in the coming year,

however, if they are to progress in this area.

The legislature recently made the two part-time positions of the

Board f u l l - t i m e . As the terms of the part-time members end, full-time

members will be appointed by the Governor. This has impl icat ions for the

work that has begun in Nebraska. New members will have to be brought on

board and work done to integrate the policy decisions already made into

their decisionmaking process.
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E. The Ohio Parole Board

The Ohio Parole Board operates under the authority of the Division

of Parole and Community Services within the Department of Rehabilitation

and Corrections. All seven Board members are civil service employees

meeting qualifications specified by statute. Nine hearing off icers, an

administrative assistant, and support staff complete the staffing

complement for the Ohio Parole Board. The Board is authorized according

to standards set by statute to release offenders from imprisonment

through parole or furlough. It f s also empowered to act in incidences of

parole revocation.

The Chief of the Division of Parole and Community Services submitted

an early request for technical assistance to pi lot test,  train and

implement newly devised parole guidelines. A committee of Corrections

and Parole officials including legal and research staff had formed in

1985 to draft a preliminary proposal for guidelines. Working from an

agreed-upon workplan, the Ohio Parole Board was at a stage of pilot

testing when their request for technical assistance was accepted by the

pro jec t .

Based upon the Ohio Board’s request and following a two-day site

visi t  with the Ohio Parole Authori ty conducted in Apri l  1986, the

technical assistance team identifed the following issues to be addressed:

l Review of the proposed guidelines matrix with
Specif ic review of the construct ion of the r isk
factors which formed a portion of one scale in
the matr ix ;

l Rev few the current workplan and assist leader
ship to update;

l Involve and orient Parole Board members and
hearing o f f i ce r s , who had, up until this time,
only minimal orientation to the proposed
guidelines which had been developed by a
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committee of correct ions off ic ials in which the
Parole Board was only represented; and

l Develop a strategy for responding to the
legislature, the Governor’s Task Force on
Crowding, and the public at large. In terms of
external relat ions, the parol ing authority had
been under very close scrutiny from the state
l eg i s l a tu re .

From May through December 1986, the project worked with Ohio

officials to address the above listed Issues.

A training workshop was held in July which included:

l An overview of national changes and trends in
parole;

l A discussion of paroling purposes using an
exercise designed to highlight the group’s
orientat ion to various phi losophies of cr iminal
sanctioning; and

l A session in which the Board and staff actually
applied the proposed guidelines to sample
parole cases both as a way to "practice" but
also as a tool to raise concerns about the
guidel ines.

Before closing the session, remaining issues were identified and a “next

steps” workplan was outlined. Peer consultants described parole

guideline developments in their states and served as small group

facilitators during break-out sessions.

In October, a 1-1/2 day meeting was conducted to review the first

phase of pilot testing of the guidelines. Research staff had collected

information on release decisionmaking as performed with and without the

benefits of guidelines. The group Identified problems with the

guidelines, and plans for the second phase of pilot testing were modified

based on the input of this meeting. Everyone agreed upon the need to

invo lve ins t i tu t iona l  s ta f f  who would  be asked to  f i l l  in  the r isk

assessment sheet.

In addition, the project responded to Ohio parole leadership by
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reviewing a draft  of their brochure, guidel ines proposal and administra-

t i v e regulat ions, and provided written feedback. In response to a

request for information on legal chal lenges related to parole guidel ines,

the project provided referrals and fact-f inding research.

Outcomes

The following outcomes were accompli shed with regard to issues

identified and included in the Ohio parole technical assistance plan.

l There is now a revised draft of a brochure and
public information packet regarding the
guidelines under review for final drafting;

l Language in some parts of the guidelines has
been modified to avoid possible legal challen-
ges as advised by other states and national
consultants; and

l Parole Board members, hearing officers, staff,
and institution staff became more involved in
the process of policy development and, in
part icular, in the plans for implementing and
using the guidelines. There is  def in i te ly  a
deeper level of support for the use of
guidelines among those who are expected to use
them than there was before.

In terms of future act ivi ty, tasks which l ie ahead for the Ohio

Board include:

l Examination of the performance of the policy/
guideline matrix;

l Further training with members, hearing of-
ficers, and staff on any areas causing problems
in the use of guidel ines;

l Revision to existing policy guidelines and
fu r t he r  de l i nea t i on  o f  po l i c y  ( i . e . ,  r u l es
covering exceptions) where needed; and

l Examination of the extent of variance in
release decisionmaking and re-establishment of
goals for guidelines compliance.
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F. South Carolina Parole and Community Corrections Board

The Parole and Community Corrections Board is an independent seven-

member part-time Board. The seven members are appointed by the Governor,

with consent of the Senate, one from each of the congressional districts,

with one member at large. The Board is responsible for parole releaser

probation and parole revocations and supervision, granting pardons, and

the operation of the Parole and Community Corrections Department.

The Board had begun moving toward more structured decisionmaking

during 1985 with the development of a risk assessment tool based upon an

empirical analysis of South Carolina parolees. The Board requested

technical assistance to examine the next steps in moving toward more

structured decisionmaking. Specifically, the Board wanted assistance in

establishing the policy framework in which to continue using the risk

assessment tool.

As a result  of an ini t ial  s i te assessment visi t ,  two technical

assessment issues were identified. First was the need to assess more

completely the recently-developed risk assessment tool.

A second issue was the task of developing decision rules or

guidelines to clearly articulate Board policy with respect to release

decisionmaking. This would assure that both decision rules and the risk

predict ion tool were integrated into a cohesive pol icy for the Board’s

use. Board members felt they were ready to take the next step and

explicitly articulate the purpose(s) of release decisionmaking. Training

of staff regarding the new policies was also necessary once the Board

iden t i f i ed  t he i r  po l i c i es .

The project team worked with the Board over a period of seven

months. During that t ime, the project provided the fol lowing assistance:
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l A two-day retreat for Board members and
executive staff  was designed staffed and
delivered along with preparation of agenda
materials, reference materials, and wri t ten
documentation of the session.

After the two-day retreats project team and executive staff of the

Board realized that many skills that would be required on the project

existed in-house. Therefore, the Board was capable of further work on

their own with staff  support. In this regard, executive staff  met and

developed draft guidelines based on the work and direction set at the

two-day retreat. The resulting guidelines were presented to Parole Board

members for consideration. Lastly, a two-day training session was held

with parole examiners. Executive staff planned and conducted this

meeting, and technical assistance project staff attended as a resource.

Throughout the seven-month period, advice was offered to executive

staff  regarding the process of preparing guidel ines for the Board’s

approval and the training of staff . Specific feedback was al so given to

executive staff  regarding next steps, development of workplans and ways

to improve staff - Board working relations.

The one specific outcome that can be identified in South Carolina is

the existence and use of decision rules. These rules consist of pol icy

statements regarding release decisionmaking as well as a grid for

release-no release decisions dependent upon the offender’s risk score and

v io lence leve l . The guidelines also include mitigating and aggravating

circumstances. The Board views these guidel ines as voluntary. Prel imi-

nary data seems to indicate, however , that the Board is concurring with

the decision rules about 90 percent of the time.

Another outcome was the opportunity for a joint training session of

the Board, parole examiners, and staff. This session represented the

first time that Board and staff have met together. It was an opportunity

not only to discuss the appl icat ion of the decision rules, but for staff

and Board to articulate more cl early the expectations they have of each

other.
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While the Board and executive staff had requested assistance with

data analysis and val idation of the r isk predict ion tool,  they made a

later decision to do this work in-house. As a result  of the resignation

of both the executive director and research director of the agency,

however, the work was not completed.

Discussions with the new director have been very positive. It is

likely that the South Carolina Board will take up the next steps in the

use and development of the decision rules, including sane discussions.

about the impact of the decision rules on prison population as well as

revocation guidel ines. I t  i s  a lso poss ib le  that  the r isk  pred ic t ion too l

will be validated and its use monitored over the caning year.
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G. The Tennessee Board of Parole

B a c k g r o u n d  
The Tennessee Board of Parole, a five-member board appointed by the

Governor, decides both parole release and revocations, provides parole

supervision , and makes executive clemancy recommendations to the

Governor. In 1986 the Board conducted nearly 9,000 hearings. Currently,

there are approximately 10,000 offenders under parole supervision.

The Tennessee Department of Corrections is under a federal court

order to l imit the size of the prison populat ion. The Parole Board plays

a major role in control l ing the size of the prison populat ion. Under the

Comprehensive Corrections Improvement Act of 1985, the Department of

Corrections can advance every inmate’s parole el igibi l i ty date under

emergency conditions declared by the Governor. In order to handle the

increased workload, the Tennessee Paroling Authority nearly tripled in

budget and staffing over a two-year period, 1986-1987.

ical Assistance Issues

During the initial site assessment visit, most Board members

expressed an interest In grappling with the issue of decisionmaking

purposes. It became clear that the risk instrument was one of many

factors that each Board member considered in making release decisions.

The Board wanted to develop a decisionmaking structure which Incorporated

the risk instrument and provided consistency in Board decisions.

In addit ion, the Board was strong in i ts view that the current r isk

instrument needed revalidation because they had lost confidence in its

r e l i a b i l i t y .

Technical Assistance Provided

The primary focus of assistance was on helping the Board reach

consensus around the purposes of release decisionmaking and the

development of a structure to reflect those purposes.

A series of four two-day meetings were planned and directed for

f i e l d  s t a f f  i n c l ud ing  pa ro le  o f f i ce r s , supervisors, hearing off icers and

key cent ra l  o f f ice  s ta f f . After the f i rst meeting, the group divided
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into five committees which worked between meetings of the full group. A

total of 25-30 people part icipated in the process.

The Board has decided that Incapacitation will be the dominant

purpose of both its release and revocation decisionmaking. It has

developed a proposed structure which reflects that purpose. A major

consequense of that decision is that the Board will use the bulk of its

community and supervision resources to manage higher-risk parolees.

Thus, under this scheme dramatically fewer supervision resources would be

to assigned to those parolees who are defined as minimum risk.

Similarly, the Board has decided to develop a risk instrument that

wi l l  p red ic t  r isk  o f  ser ious cr ime (yet  to  be def ined)  wi th  the in tent ’

that inst i tut ional resources should be used primari ly for that group of

offenders. Revocation guidelines will also be predicated on risk so that

parole violators wi l l  not automatical ly be returned to prison but wi l l

instead be put under more intense risk management. Thus, only those

under the most intensive supervision wi l l  be returned to prison for

v i o l a t i ons .

The development of a new risk assessment instrument is beginning,

but the Board wi l l  receive addit ional technical assistance before that

work can proceed further. A clear defini t ion of success and fai lure on

‘parole must also be agreed upon to guide the research.

The Board’s decision to include f ield and central off ice staff  in

the work of this project has been very beneficial. There is now a great ,

deal of enthusiasm for the effort, and ownership of its outcomes is

clearly broad-based among Board members and staff.
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ound

The Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles is an independent body

consisting of six full-time members appointed by the Governor to

overlapping six-year terms. The Board is the administrative head of the

agency and is legislatively empowered to provide its rules and policies.

The Board is supported by a staff of 1,000, Including nine parole

canmissioners who assist the Board in hearing and voting on certain types

of release decisions. The Board has responsibility for making release

and revocation decisions, setting conditions of parole, and for managing

field supervision of parolees. In  add i t ion,  i t  i s  respons ib le  for

supervision of releasees of the Department of Corrections who are

released to mandatory supervision. During fiscal year 1985, the Board

completed 26,305 reviews to determine parole actions (e.g., release,

revocation, reinstatement). At the end of fiscal year 1985, the Board

had 47,471 releasees under its jurisdiction, of whom 34,800 were on

act ive supervision. The Board is headquartered in Austin with eight

reg iona l  o f f ices  and for ty - two d is t r ic t  o f f ices  throughout  the s ta te .

The Board also acts as adviser to the Governor with respect to pardons.

At the time the Texas Board requested technical assistance in early

1986, it was utilizing a risk instrument modeled upon the salient factor

score developed by the U.S. Parole Commission. The instrument, known as

the Pablo Scale, incorporated risk elements as well as factors which

modeled past decisions of the Board. There was a great deal of

ambivalence on the part of Board members regarding the instrument, as

well as an interest in increasing the confidence and usefulness of any

future decisionmaking tool. Several factors external to the Board al so

were relevant to i ts request for assistance. Both a federal court order

and state legislation had created pressures to maintain prison

popula t ions wi th in  spec i f ic  and decreas ing l imi ts .  Major  respons ib i l i ty

for responding to those mandates had fallen to the Board of Pardons and

Parole. In addition, the State’s Sunset Commission was preparing

recommendations that the Board make organizational changes and develop

standard guidel ines for parole decisions. Given this set of internal and
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external factors, the Texas Board requested assistance to re-examine its

risk instrument and to reopen the entire question of decisionmaking

guidel ines.

Technical Assistance Issues

Three major issues emerged in defining with the Board its needs for

technical assistance. First,  i t  became clear that under then-current

practice, the Board had no mechanism for examining its decisionmaking.

practice or communicating among one another regarding what their

individual standards for making release decisions were. Nor was there

any formal vehicle for communicating those standards to parole

commissioners and other staff involved in preparing information and in

conducting hearings or voting on cases. Second, the risk instrument then

in use was not cl early understood by the Board, nor did it adequately

address the Board’s concerns regarding desert or rehabilitation. Third,

the Board had not had the opportunity to consider its goals for release

decisionmaking. Hence, the assistance required clustered in two areas.

It was clear that sane advice on the technical aspects of risk instrument

design and use was appropriate. Even more basic, however, the Board

requested assistance to consider goals for decisionmaking and to examine

whether and how it might proceed to develop explicit policy for parole

decisionmaking.

Technical Assistance Act ivi t ies

Technical assistance activities included:

l Development of a technical assistance approach
based upon extensive interviews with each Board
member as well as with Parole Board staff and
upon rev few of background material provided by
the Board;

l Design and facilitation of a two-day retreat
for Board members and commissioners which was
aimed at providing an opportunity for the
part icipants to consider the goals of cr iminal
sanctioning , how their own decisionmaking
responsibilities served such goals, which were
most important to individuals as well as to the
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group as a whole, to re-examine the current
risk instrument, to consider how a new
instrument might be developed and used, and to
have experience in the process of drafting
parole release policy ;

l Off-site advice to the committee created to
write new decisionmaking policy on process and
technical issues; and

  On-site work with the policy committee on the
technical and pol icy implicat ions of a parole
score approach being developed by the
committee.

The Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles has taken action on each of the

three technical assistance issues which emerged as a result of their

request. First, the Board has explicitly addressed the question of their

goals for release decisionmaking and in the process has recognized the

importance of defining goals in policy development. As a board they lean

toward the goals of desert and risk management rather than to other possible

sanctioning goals.

Second, the Board has developed an instrument to address the

l imitat ions they perceived in their past instrument. That instrument takes

the form of a “parole score” which, through a mathematical formula, assesses

the parole readiness of potential  parolees. The concept of readiness

includes factors related to risk as well as to desert. A pol icy-threshold

would be established to deter-mine at what level of score a release would be

appropriate. This would al low the instrument to be used during times of

populat ion crisis as wel l  as during routine Board operat ions. As of this

writing, the Board has formally adopted the concept of a parole score as

well as a statement of purpose for such a score. P lans  ca l l  f o r  p i l o t

testing of the proposed score over a three-month period beginning in

November 1987.

Third, the Board has clearly embraced its role as a policymaking body

in addition to its role as a group of decisionmakers who consider individual

cases. The development of this parole score has been an undertaking of a

joint committee of Board and staff and was commissioned by its chairman.
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I . The Virginia Parole Board

ound

The Virginia Parole Board is a separate, autonomous body that

reports to the Governor through the Secretary of Public Safety. It is

comprised of five full-time members who serve six-year terms. The

Governor appoints one of the five members as Chair. Except for one

member who has been there for fifteen years, all members have served on

the Board since 1982. The Board is responsible for parole release

decisionmaking, pardons, and parole revocation decisionmaking.

At the beginning of the project, the Parole Board received word that

they had received a substantial Justice Assistance Act. grant. In

addition, the legislature had appropriated funds over two years to

support the development of more structured decisionmaking. A data

collection effort had been completed; however, data had not been analyzed

or checked in terms of qual i ty control.

A request for technical assistance from the Parole Board Chair

stated that the Board had started the process of developing more struc-

tured decisionmaking, but would find assistance in the planning and

development of that project helpful. In addit ion, the Chair requested

assistance in the assessment and improvement of its current information

system.

The major technical assistance’ issue identified during a site

assessment was the need for the Board to clarify its goals both for the

guidel ine development effort and for i ts release pol icies general ly.

Since the Virginia Parole Board had just received substantial funds

for the development and implementation of parole guidelines, it was

agreed that the project would assist the Board in start-up act ivi t ies,

make recommendations regarding qualifications of a project director,

assist in the preliminary assessment and analysis of the data, and

monitor the progress of the Virginia project in general.
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Assistance Provided

The project team worked with the Board over a thirteen-month period.

During that t ime, the project provided the fol lowing assistance:

l A one-day meeting with the Board, parole
examiners, and executive staff was designed,
staffed, and del ivered along with preparation
of agenda materials and written documentation
of the session;

l Preliminary analysis of the data on offender
charac ter is t ics , including compilation of
frequencies and recommendations for next steps,
was provided;

l Additional recommendations for analyses of the
data and a final “check” of the data work was
provided after ten months of work; and

 Suggest ions for  potent ia l  consu l tants  were
provided as wel l  as ini t ial  contact with those
consultants.

At the one-day organizational meeting, project staff helped Parole

Board members, parole examiners, and executive staff define their roles

and responsibilities relative to the guidelines project, assess potential

uses of the existing data, clari fy project goals and begin the develop-

ment of a workplan.

Throughout the thirteen-month period, advice was offered to the

Board and project director regarding consultants, the process by which

board members come to consensus on difficult issues, data analysis, other

potential sources of technical assistance, information about specific

issues, and what other states were working on that was similar to

Vi rg ina.  

As a result of the one-day organizational meeting, a workplan was

developed and shared with all participants. In  add i t ion,  par t ic ipants

came away with a clear understanding of their roles and responsibilities

in the project and an agreement about decisionmaking roles. A less

tangible outcome of this meeting was the agreement of ill Board members
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to work toward consensus regarding the development of structured

decisionmaking as well as toward clear policy statements and goals vs.

the individual decisionmaking they had participated in to date.

AS a result of assistance with data analysis, Board staff were able

to move more quickly through the analysis phase of the project.

The Virginia Parole Board has received funding for continuation of

its structured decisionmaking project. In  add i t ion,  the s ta te  leg is la-

ture is also continuing its support. As of this wri t ing, the Board is

entering into Phase II of i ts project. It is anticipated that the Board

will work toward and complete a validated risk assesament tool as well as

pol icy for use of this instrument in the caning year.
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IV. OUTCOMES    

The outcomes of the project can be grouped into three catagories:

specif ic outcomes for part ic ipat ing states; a better understanding of

issues pertaining to parole and to parole decisionmaking policy; and

lessons learned about the delivery of technical assistance.

for Participating States   

Clearly, the most important measure of success for this project must

be the degree to which it has been a catalyst in moving state paroling

authorities toward explicit decisionmaking policy. A descript ion of

project act ivi t ies and outputs by state is presented in the preceding

chapter. In summary, however, it can be said that, as of this writing,

each of the parol ing authori t ies that part icipated in the project has a

significant on-going effort aimed at developing, re f i n i ng , implementing

or operating with decisionmaking policy. The part ic ipat ing states are at

varying stages in the process, which can be characterized as follows:

l Two states are currently operating with
decisionmaking policy in place which was not in
place prior to the technical assistance project
(South Carolina and Ohio);

l Two states are undertaking revision of
guidelines systems which predated the technical
assistance project (Missouri and Alaska);

l One state has developed an innovative instru-
ment to assess parole readiness and will begin
pilot testing it in November of 1987 (Texas);

l One state is engaged in an internal effort to
develop policy not just on release decisionmak-
ing, but on supervision and on revocation
decisionmaking using risk management as its
central theme (Tennessee);

l One state is part-way through a two-year,
grant-supported effort to develop guidel ines,
with a heavy investment in empirical research
to assist in r isk assessment (Virginia).
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l One state has identified the development of
decisionmaking guidelines as one of its three
strategic object ives, and is using special
legislative funding to support planning for
guidelines (Massachusetts); and

  St i l l  another state has made the decision to
shift from entirely unstructured decisionmaking
practice to a more structured approach, and is
currently developing its policy framework and
approach to risk assessment (Nebraska).

Beyond these specific activities which indicate movement toward more

structured decisionmaking, each state participating in the project (with

the exception of Alaska, since no on-site work was undertaken there) has

the oppor tun i ty  to :

l Engage in within-board discussion on the
purposes for parole release decisionmaking;
and

l Consider and (sometimes for the first time)
engage in policymaking, rather than focusing
exclusively on individual decisionmaking.

A Better Understanding of Parole Issues

Following are some of the specific issues which emerged in the

course of the technical assistance project:

Policy vs. Technical Aspects of Parole Decisionmaking. . Perhaps the

most significant issue that emerged; from the experience of providing

techn ica l  ass is tance to  these paro l ing author i t ies  is  that  i t  i s  per i lous

at best to try to separate the technical aspects of parole decisionmaking

tools from their pol icy aspects. Unless the technical aspects are

chosen, designed, and implemented with the full knowledge and support of

policymakers and decisionmakers , one of two outcomes is virtually

cer ta in . Either the tools wil l  be ignored, or they wil l  be used and

eventual ly frustrate the goals of the pol icymaker.

Risk assessment instruments are a prime example of this problem.

Many agencies--and parole agencies are not alone in this--have moved

quickly to adopt risk assessment instruments, often without a clear



understanding of their usefulness or their weaknesses.

The Policy Making Role. P a r o l e  b o a r d  m e m b e r s  t y p i c a l l y  v i e w

themselves as individual decisionmakers. When a paroling authority takes

upon i tself  the task of developing pol icy to guide individual decisions,

it al so takes on a new role. This role requires board members to

articulate their individual goals and to bull d consensus among their

membership so that a common area for policy development can be defined.

This is the first and perhaps most important task in developing

decisionmaking policy. Many boards do not have an existing forum for

d iscuss ions o f  th is  sor t ,  bu t  i t  i s  essent ia l  tha t  oppor tun i t ies  for  th is

exchange be built into guideline-development efforts.

B e y o n d  T o o l s .  The existence and use of tools such as risk

assessment devices, needs assessment devices, or tools for ranking

offense severity do not, in and of themselves, constitute decisionmaking

po l i cy . When well-designed, these tools can become part of policy.

However, unless they are complemented by sane expression of a Board’s

expected action under certain conditions, they can only be viewed as aids

to decisionmaking.

Board and Staff Roles. While pol icy development is primari ly the

responsibi l i ty of members of parol ing authori t ies, experience suggests

that  invo lv ing s ta f f  in  the process is  he lp fu l  in  three ways.  F i rs t ,  i t

broadens the base of support for the policy in the organization. Second,

policy development benefits from the experience and knowledge of staff.

Third, it expands the pool of time and talent avail able to do the

necessary work.

Lessons for the Delivery of Technical Assistance

Time Frame. The real import of developing and implementing

decisionmaking policy is that it seeks to change the way an organization

operates with respect to a central role. That  is ,  by  def in i t ion,  a  s low

process. Technical assistance resources should be structured in such a

way as to be available over a rather long time horizon--at least one year

and preferably two or three years.

Ownership. For change to take place in how an organization

operates, individuals with a stake in the change must take ownership of
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the goals to which the change aspires as well as to the process.  This

means early involvement of the entire board, careful attention to the 

goals and needs of the group, and a clear definition of what the role of 

the group will be in bringing the change to fruition.

    Location.  Given the ownership issue outlines above, it is extremely

important that some part of technical assistance be provides on-site,

with the full participation of board members and key staff.

V. IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

During the period in which this project was on-going, it became

clear that parole practitioners as a community have few support systems

avail able to them. They had an incomplete picture of what their

colleagues in other states were doing with respect to parole release

pol icy, few opportunit ies to share information with those col leagues,

limited time and occasion to discuss decision policy with members of

their own boards, and few training and development resources to call

upon.
As parole agencies begin to take on different and challenging

roles--policymaking, management of complex and growing organizations,

design and use of automated data systems, uti l izat ion of research-based

too ls ,  par t ic ipat ion in  s ta te- leve l  po l icy  groups-- they requi re  var ious

types. of support resources. Examples of such resources include:

An active, well-financed professional
organization that can foster communication
among the parole community;

A regularly-published survey of parole
agencies, their members, authority, and
organizat iona l  s t ruc ture;

A vehicle for information exchange on
decisionmaking and other important issues such
as routine conferences and a professional
publ icat ion; and

Training for parole board members, especially
new members, on the historical context and
phi losphical base for parole, interview
techniques, case law, administrat ive
procedures, decisionmaking tools, and policy
development.
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PROJECT STAFF, CONSULTANTS, AND STATE TEAMS

t  S t a f f

Peggy B. Burke, Project Director, COSMOS
Debra Rog, COSMOS
Robert Yin, COSMOS
Gerald Kaufman, CEPP
Linda Adams, CEPP
Becky Ney, CEPP
Peggy McGarry, CEPP
Nancie Zane, CEPP

Project Consultants     

Christopher Baird, Isthmus Associates  
John Byrd, Executive Director, Texas Board of

Pardons and Paroles 
Alvin Cohn, Administration of Justice

Services, Inc.  
Todd Clear, Rutgers University, School of

Criminal Justice
Ron Christiansen, Entropy Limited
Pat Garris, former Assistant Administrator,   

Oregon Corrections Division  
Don Gottfredson, Rutgers University, School   

of Criminal Justice 
Stephen Gottfredson, Temple University,   

Department of Criminal Justice   
Leslie R. Green, former Chairman, Minnesota   

Corrections Board  
Kay Harris, Temple University, Department of  

Criminal Justice   
Hazel Hayes, former Chairman, Oregon Board

of Parole
Ronald Jackson, Commissioner, Texas Board of   

Pardons and Paroles
Mary Mande, Research Director, Colorado

Division of Criminal Justice    
Rae McNamara, former Parole Commissioner, 

State of North Carolina
Vincent O’Leary, President, State University    

of New York at Albany
Frank Sanders, former Executive Director,       

South Carolina    
Nevin Trammel, former Chair, Tennessee Board      

of Parole
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Teams

Alaska : Peggy Burke and Chris Baird

Massachusetts: Peggy McGarry, Peggy Burke, Nancie Zaner

Missouri :

Nebraska :

Ohio:

South
Carol ina:

Tennessee:

Texas :

V i r g i n i a :

Stephen Gottfredson and Leslie Green

Gerald Kaufman, Peggy Burke, Stephen
Gottfredson, Becky Ney

Becky Ney, Peggy Burke, Stephen Gottfredson,
Pat Garris, Kermit Humphries

Linda Adams, Ron Christiansen, Ron Jackson,
Vincent O’Leary, Hazel Hayes

Becky Ney, Vincent O’Leary, Nancie Zane

Gerald Kaufman, Todd Clear, Peggy
Burke, Ron Christiansen

Peggy Burke, Linda Adams, Vincent
O’Leary, Stephen Gottfredson

Becky Ney, Peggy Burke, Ron Christiansen
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Project Summary

hole Decisionmaking-Critical Issues

Parole decisionmakers throughout the country
confront tremendous challenges in carrying out their
responsibilities. Correctional resources are strained;
institutional capacities are stretched beyond their
limits. Public visibility of parole is higher than it has
ever been. Ideas about the purposes of criminal sanc-
tions-particulariy of incarceration-are in flux, and
often in conflict within single communities. The pur-
poses of parole itself are being re-examined and, in
some instances, called into question.

The National institute of Corrections has initiated
a program of technical assistance designed to re-
spond to the needs of parole decisionmakers.
COSMOS Corporation, in collaboration with the
Center for Effective Public Policy (CEPP), has been
awarded a grant to provide this assistance. A central
goal is to help parole decisionmakers advance the
design and implementation of structural decision-
making. Within that framework however, the goal
is to assist parole decisionmakers to achieve their
own objectives, rather than to advocate any particu-
lar approach to decisionmaking as desireable in all
jurisdictions.

Technical Assistance Strategy

. Parole decisionmakers will be involved in all
phases of the technical assistance-defining
the need for assistance, the potential solutions,
and implementation steps.

  Assistance will be provided primarily on-site,
so that all decisionmakers and other key actors
in the correctional system can be fully involved.

Assistance will be tailored to the specific needs
and goals of a particular jurisdiction. No “pack-
aged” solutions will be promoted

  Consultants and advisers will be drawn from
among a cadre of experienced practitioners.
policy makers, and researchers assembled
from all facets of parole decisionmaking.

  Each technical assistance assignment will be
completed by a team of project staff and consul-
tants put together specifically for the task at
hand A unique technical assistance plan will
guide the technical assistance based on an initial
needs assessment.

Emphasis will be placed on implementation of
the technical assistance recommendations. The
goal will be to effect change in the decision-mak-
ing process, not to provide theoretical advice.
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The Project Team

Assistance Available in These Areas
Policy

  Consensus building regarding parole decision-
making objectives-working with parole de-
cisionmakers to develop a dear understanding
or roles and objectives; or

  Organizational development-training and de-
velopment for decisionmakers and staff on op-
erational implications of parole policy.

Management and Operations

information systems--assistance in using exist-
ing systems more fully. in assessing needs for
improvements in such systems, or in developing
procedures and staff guidance for system im-
provements; or

  Staff development-assistance in training staff
in the implementation of policy, use of proce-
dures and decision-making tools.

Technical Aspects of Structured Decisionmaking

  Objective decision-making tools-assistance in
examining the tools that are available. in review-
ing the practical and theoretical implications of
various tools, and developing a strategy for re-
fining and using selected tools:

Risk prediction and offense severity-available
techniques, strengths and limitations. strategies
for developing instruments for decisionmaking;
or

Responses to pressures to deal with population
management procedures for release decision-
making, revocation policies, etc.

These are only a few examples of the needs that
paroling authorities may experience and of the types
of assistance that can be provided. Any request from
a paroling authority designed to enhance structured
decisionmaking will be given careful consideration.

Expert consultants will provide a range of skills
for specific assignments. Heavy emphasis is placed
on the practical skills of these consultants, many of
whom hold or have held policy and operational pos-
itions within parole and corrections agencies. This
cadre of consultants will be expanded as the project
progresses; however, those committed to participat-
ing in the project now include:

one current and one former parole board chair-
person;

  one former parole board member.

two executive directors of parole boards repre-
senting both a small and a large state:

   one former commissioner of corrections;

  one parole field supervisor.

  one researcher from a state criminal justice
agency who is an expert in designing and val-
idating risk prediction instruments:

five well known members of the criminal justice
academic community with extensive knowledge
of theoretical and practical experience in struc-
tured parole release decision-making issues.

All of the above know well the problems of parole
board members and the issues and problems in-
volved as parole boards move toward more struc-
tured release decisionmaking.

The director of the project is Peggy Burke of
COSMOS Corporation. Other members of the team
include Gerald Kaufman, Linda Adams, Becki Ney.
Peggy McGary, and Nancie Zane of the Center for
Effective Public Policy.
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Requesting Assistance
What should the request include? The request should 
be in the form of a letter that  gives  a  short summary
of your need for technical assistance. It should out- 
line the problem to be addressed and include the              
name of the person to be contacted in the event                
there are questions about the request. If you find it    
difficult to define the precise nature of your technical
assistance need, say so in your request. Each techni-    
cal assistance assignment will begin with a problem
definition step. You may also call for guidance in       
preparing your request Contact Peggy Burke or            
Kermit Humphries at the numbers listed below.       

Who should request the assistance? A letter should        
be sent from the Chairperson of the state paroling            
authority, The parole decisionmakers themselves      
must be willing to participate in the technical assist-
ance. 

When should the request be made?   The request           
should be received by January 27.1986. Requests      
received through July of 1986 will be considered as
resources permit However, for your request to be
considered among the first group of jurisdictions
seeking assistance, your request must be received
by January 27.

Where should the request be sent? Please send re-
quests to: .

Peggy B. Burke
Project Director
COSMOS Corporation
1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Suite 613
Washington, D.C. 20006 
(202) 728-3939

Where can I call to get more information or assistance
in preparing my request? Feel free to call Peggy
Burke at the above number. Further information
may also be obtained from:

Kermit Humphries
Community Corrections Division   
National Institute of Corrections
320 First Street, N.W.
Washington, DC. 20534   
(202) 724-7995
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COSMOS Corporation was founded in 1980 to
promote the use of social science knowledge in man-
agement and policy settings. The Center for Effective
Public Policy (CEPP) is a non-profit corporation with
a major focus on the task of public policy reform.
COSMOS and CEPP have joined together in a col-
laborative effort for the purpose of implementing a
program of technical assistance for parole decision-
makers for the National Institute of Corrections.

COSMOS
CORPORATION

1735 Eye Street, N.W.
Suite 613
Washington, D.C. 20006
(202) 728-3939


